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1.1      Introduction

This report contains comments recorded during Regional Water Planning Group Meetings as planning group members considered the Draft Report of Water Management Strategies for Potential Inter-Regional Cooperation, dated December 27, 2001.  The five planning groups participating in the Inter-Regional Work Group (IRWG) reviewed the draft report as an agenda item during their regularly scheduled Regional Water Planning Group Meetings according to the following schedule:

Date
Time
Meeting 
Location/City

01/08/02
6:30 PM
Lavaca RWPG

Region P
Harry Hafernick Center, 891 Brackenridge Parkway, Edna

01/10/02
10:00 AM
South Central Texas RWPG 

Region L
SARA Board Room, 100 E Guenther Street, San Antonio

01/17/02
1:30 PM
Coastal Bend RWPG

Region N
TX A&M Research & Extension Center, 10345 Agnes Street, Corpus Christi

01/31/02
10:30 AM
Rio Grande RWPG

Region M
East Conference Room McAllen Int. Airport, 2500 South Bicentennial

02/13/02
10:00 AM
Lower Colorado RWPG

Region K
LCRA's McKinney Roughs,  Highway 71, 10 miles W of Bastrop

1.2
Process for Revising Draft Report of Water Management Strategies for Potential Inter-Regional Cooperation

This report of Regional Water Planning Group comments will be presented to the IRWG at a meeting on February 15, 2002 at 10:00 AM at Three Rivers City Hall.  The IRWG will revise the Water Management Strategy report to reflect the input provided from participating Regional Water Planning Groups.  The revised report for Water Management Strategies will then be provided to each participating Regional Water Planning Group for consideration in their next Scope of Work.

2.1
IRC-1: Gulf Coast Aquifer – Bee, Goliad and Refugio Counties

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

You said there is no local resistance to groundwater pumping and potentially drying up their wells.  Is this true?

Do the locals there have a ground water conservation district?  Yes, this is to enable groundwater sales.

James Dodson explained that most wells in the area are mainly agriculture use. The wells are shallow (in the Chico) and the proposed pumping is in the deeper aquifer zones.  

Maggie Moorhouse noted that there is some concern on the part of locals, but the presence of the groundwater management district should help provide the mechanism to address concerns.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

Is the idea here to have one well field that would serve both regions? 

If no one else takes interest in this do we still go ahead with the groundwater in the lower Guadalupe diversion option?

Is this the same water? 

The idea here is to look at ways to cooperate on using the water.

Is there any notion to go outside those three counties for groundwater? Not in this option.

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.  See general comments.

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

I don’t see the term “sustainability” or the concept of that ever mentioned.  What will be the yardstick against which you will measure?  How do you hold this concept in mind? (That will have to be addressed by each region in their philosophies and polices.)

Region L is well aware of Region K’s policy on sustainability.

You said saltwater intrusion would be evaluated.  What about subsidence?

IRC-2:  Lower Colorado River

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

There is no irrigation district in Jackson County.  The map shading is incorrect.

Colorado, Wharton and Matagorda County is where the pumping is predicted to be in this strategy.

Ground water can not be exported from the region under the currently proposed agreement with SAWS.


Only under drought conditions


Only surface water can be transferred out of the basin.

While the groundwater can not be transferred it can be used for local irrigation needs and effectively traded for rights that can be transferred out.

The concern is the idea of unlimited pumping to San Antonio.

The Region L policy is to honor groundwater management district rules.

Wharton County now has a district. Lavaca does not.  What does that mean for Lavaca County?  They are exposed to potential pumping and exporting of groundwater.

Is this suggested pumping in an area that already has a shortage?

It will be very important to include groundwater management districts in future regional water planning processes.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

The map has been corrected here to reflect the corrections recommended from region P.

Region P is interested in sustainability and was concerned that the prior representation did not honor that.

This option has a possibility to bring the Garwood water over to the Mary Rhodes pipeline. That water can not be put into Lake Texana because of the restrictions on that facility.

The Gulf Coast aquifer goes all along the coast, right? Couldn’t we develop a well field all along that entire coastal area?

James Dodson explained that in the regional planning groundwater model information indicates we are already reaching sustainable yield in the corpus Christi area but to the north there is some available water. Then even further north, near P, they are also at sustainable yield.

How did you calculate sustainability?

What are the demons to too much drawdown?

There is no match to recharge and I did not hear you mention subsidence as a consideration? 

James explained that recharge was included in the model.  The real focus was on the Goliad or Evangeline section of the aquifer.

How does this factor into the interaction of the regional model? Where is the cooperation?  I.e.: pipelines and holding facilities

The cooperation will come in sizing the facilities for total use, rather than just meeting current needs. There are a number of questions as far as scheduling and optimizing of the system. 

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.  

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

It must be nice to have surplus water.

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

At the risk of being redundant…Is it desirable for us to be involved in the IWRG discussion?  If the recommendations of the IWRG impinge on or conflict with our needs, then there is concern that they will be given interest to the detriment of our interests.  On this option, sustainability is not mentioned, and that is our major issue.

This is looking at synergies that can be realized through the advantages of looking at four basins in cooperation.  For example, we don’t always have floods at the same time.  Potential improvements would be pumping less groundwater by reducing San Antonio’s  need in the aggregate.  That would be an advantage to our area, especially in conjunction with other downstream options.  Or perhaps the LCRA pipeline would help move the Corpus Christi Garwood water to the Mary Rhodes pipeline, so long as they mitigate the loss of our water.  That’s just a conceptual idea.

Is there a potential problem in the future with the transportation of water from the intake pipeline at Bay City when the SAWS contract expires?

Clarify the sustainability issues.  We need to be clear that the interregional study must not be inconsistent with what Region K wants to do.

Lots of opportunities for sharing, but be clear that groundwater will stay in it’s own area.  

There are two new groundwater districts down there that have not begun to collect data to help them manage their resource.  

I would feel much better if the scope addressed the sustainability issue, as well as the effect on bays and estuaries.  That is important to Region K, too.  That sensitivity needs to be expressed.  If that is expressed sufficiently in the Option 6 description, then I’d like to see a cross-reference.

We need to be very clear about the complexity of this option.  This has two pipelines coming out of Bay City.  The possibility of cheap groundwater joining into all that is a real concern.  The contract expressly states that groundwater must remain there for the farmers.  That has a direct relationship to the amount of water being taken out for San Antonio and Corpus Christi.

One issue we don’t want to lose sight of is this:  Even if we stay within the sustainable yield of an aquifer, we can still experience significant drawdown.  These farmers rely almost completely on groundwater.  Will we be putting those folks out of business who don’t have access to surface water?

Subsidence comment also applies.  As Quentin said, flooding occurs in different places at different times.  We should make sure those pipelines flow both ways.

Planning horizon for large type facilities and pipelines…on such a large scale, the timelines are equating to 80-year horizons on the SAWS project.  The 50-year SB1 timeline seems short considering the scope of some of these projects.  Demand vs. supply quantitative analysis hasn’t been done, and the City of Austin expressed that concern to LCRA earlier.

We have two parallel scopings going on here…this and the LCRA/SAWS deal.  I thought the groundwater issues would be studied in the SAWS 7-year study.  We shouldn’t tell LCRA/SAWS how they should scope it.  (James:  We will be discussing this issue on Friday…if there is something already going on, can we take something out of this work and let them take care of it?)

New groundwater districts should be totally involved in the scoping of any groundwater studies that would affect them.

IRC-3:  Desalination

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

Page 2 – 10 numbers need to be checked.  The $2.85 number is at full utilization.  A more realistic utilization amount is 85%.  The realistic cost for Texas water desalination is $3.10 per thousand gallons.  Let’s include that number in the discussion.

Are these numbers going to come down with improved technology?

The Tampa Bay numbers are very aggressive and are not for a working or operational plant.  We don’t project values to be much lower by 2030.

Also remember Desalination and pipelines to carry the water have a lot of energy needs.  There are firm costs associated with the energy that is not related to technology.

I think Corpus Christi is already interested in Barney Davis. 

Joslin does not seem to be on the radar screen because it is so far away from the needs.

That is why Barney Davis may be of more interest to San Antonio because they could trade to Corpus Christi the water at the plant for upstream Corpus Christi rights more proximal to San Antonio.

Corpus Christi already has an RFP available for desalination of brackish seawater at a site on North Padre Island.  There is not currently one available for the Barney Davis site.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

Is there brackish groundwater all along the gulf coast? Yes

And one of the brackish groundwater ideas is already in the works by Corpus Christi. Reference was given to the project currently in the works for Padre Island.

Another thing to consider is that once the groundwater is pulled in, the potential exists for saltwater intrusion.

It does seem foolish for all the regions to be working on this same idea. Is there any possibility for the TWDB to participate in a pilot plant to “test the waters” so to speak?

Where are the current plants in Texas?  The one plant in Texas is in the Lake Granberry area. James Dodson can provide more information if that is of interest. 

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.  

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

We are interested in benefiting from the technology transfer, but a plant in Corpus Christi will not be providing any water for us.  See also General Comments.

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

I think this creates new water.  That’s what Commissioner Henry was concerned about.  I drafted a letter to James Dodson regarding this.  I think from an interregional perspective, desalting brackish groundwater is a great opportunity, one of the better new targets—even better than seawater. (The Chair distributed copies of the letter to all in attendance.)

(James:  There are issues to be explored, including disposal of concentrate, environmental issues such as site cleanup standards that are more lenient in terms of disposal over brackish aquifers.)

2.4
IRC-4:  Palmetto Bend Stage II

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

I think the conjunctive use of ground water violates the Region P plan.

We believe we are currently near sustainable use in this region.

We need to correct page 2 – 13.  The idea of conjunctive use of Jackson County groundwater is not what our plan directs (P).

Again – the Pearce Ranch groundwater is not available to be taken out of the local area.

How we might use the aquifers for storage is a question we will be looking into.

Our planning in Region P was based on sustainable yield.  It is very important that these ideas are considered.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

There was no discussion of this strategy until the general discussion section at the end. 

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.  See General Comments.

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.  

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

There was no discussion specific to this strategy.

2.5
IRC-5: Optimization of Nueces Basin Yield

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

Reminds me of a shell game.

See further comments in General Discussion section.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

I just want to be sure to understand that these descriptions are just for study. They are not done deals. (Audience question, followed by response:  “That is correct.”)

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

My thinking is that because we have available capacity in Choke. It would be wise to look at what is available in the basin before we start evaluating putting other sources into the reservoir.

The city of CC has water rights along the Nueces. How would Cotulla impact those? What is the yield of the Cotulla small dam diversion?

That is not the 10,000 acre feet mentioned? Yes, but that is not that type of analysis. That one did not honor water rights, it mitigated for impacts.

Who would get the water? That is for the RWPGs to decide and work out once the study is done.

Let’s figure out how to keep the water in the watershed. Like when Lake Corpus Christi is full and we have to watch the water go by. We lose it. Let us figure out how to keep it into the system for storage. 

Let us all study this together.

Maybe let’s reserve the rights.

I think this is all tied to recharge dams. I think some people want to do recharge dams, but they impact the downstream.

I hope that in the long term you talk about the water releases. We are trying to capture more science and have more data that indicates how to manage the releases so they are at maximum effectiveness and allow us to leave the most water in the system.

A more recent development is that the Corps of Engineers got funding of what is called a reconnaissance study of the Nueces River system. This may mean that some of these projects are available for federal funding. That could assist in executing some of this.

Hey, they want to build recharge dams and we have a bucket that is half full all the time. Lets figure out how to do the dams and fill up the bucket while we work together.

This is to evaluate and discover where win-win opportunities exist.

It is important to remember that this area paid for the bucket and it is our bucket. 

It is a question of whose water is it? Does someone already have a claim to it? Let’s claim it. We have the bucket, the water and the pipeline. Corpus Christi has made some excellent decisions over the years and we are now in a good situation. 

We are working toward bringing more water from Lake Texana. We brought 44 hundred AF last year and are trying to get 7500 AF of interruptible. We currently use 66 hundred AF. So the more we use Texana the more we leave in the reservoirs. If we bring in more then we can put it in storage, we can then decide how we want to benefit.

San Antonio had the opportunity to buy a portion of Texana to go 60/40 with us. But San Antonio decided to opt out.

The pipeline has it’s own mechanical vulnerabilities.

EPA called us up recently because they were doing screening for vulnerable areas. This was an area that depended on one source. But with the pipeline we have another source.

How much channel loss is there in getting the water to Choke?

You would have to do the physical reconnaissance to see what the actual losses might be. But you do not really need a reservoir at Cotulla; you just need a retention facility.

There are many variations that we could look at.

We are looking at spending $3 billion in this area to develop water, but we have not looked at the systems operation on the development of these plans.

What is the difference between the Cotulla diversion and some of these other diversion ideas?

The pipeline between the two reservoirs is also very interesting. 

What is it going to do to the river if you put something at Cotulla?

You might cut out some downstream flooding. It would be good to capture the water that flows over the dam.

What will happen to the braided reach area if we divert upstream?

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

We are interested in Cotulla if Laredo is interested in it.  See general comments.

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

Curious as to why the Lower Colorado was not included in this strategy.

You have reservoirs in high evaporation site areas.  Keep it in the pipelines or under the ground. 
2.6
IRC-6: Interregional Facilities

2.6.1 IRC-Potential South Texas Delivery System 6A

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

Note all pipelines go through the pumping station at Texana, but none of this water will be put into Lake Texana.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

There was no discussion of this strategy.
Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

The joint pipeline from the Colorado certainly has appeal.  Also looking at the Cotulla to Choke idea is worth looking at.

One thing that concerns me is 6b where the water from Nueces goes to Laredo. Why would we give some of our water to them.  

Someone from that area would have had to participate in the Cotulla project of contributed water rights into the project.

The Laredo area is currently looking at groundwater expansion to meet their needs.

I would really like to know what it would do for our region if we share the cost of the Colorado pipeline.

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

How do these ideas gel with Governor Perry’s new transportation plan?

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

If you are going to do this you will have to evaluate all the various components and decide what you are going to do.

Have you thought about the pipeline on the coast being one that can move water in either direction?

In looking at these systems from the Region K point of view, the Lower Colorado option is temporary.  How will the cessation of flow from that direction be factored in?

2.6.2 IRC-Potential South Texas Delivery System 6B

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG – Region P

Is the assumption that the LRGV will not receive the water due them from Mexico?  Basically, yes.

The group that will really suffer is the agriculture sector in the Valley because they can not afford it.

On the map, the pipeline dashed line to the Lower Rio Grande Valley is open for discussion.

Down in the Valley – if you line the canals there will be great benefit.

What is the water shortages/needs that are projected for the RGV?  Can they meet their M & I demands by transferring irrigation water rights?

Concern was expressed to support the Valley.  Our economies are all interlaced.

Also expressed concern that the Valley may be looking to other regions to meet long term needs, and we don’t have that kind of water.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

There was no discussion of this strategy.

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

There was no discussion of this strategy.

IRC-Potential South Texas Delivery System 6C

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG - Region P

There was no discussion specific to this option.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

How would these be used? Could you tie into the desalt plants?

Yes these could transport desalt treated water. It would depend on the location of your treatment system. I do not know if you would want to mix desalt water in the pipelines or at the treatment plant. 

Wednesday, February 13, 2002
Lower Colorado RWPG—Region K 

There was no discussion specific to this option.

General Discussion

Tuesday, January 8, 2002
Lavaca RWPG  - Region P

Water Management Strategies

Did Region L ever evaluate an area for a reservoir site to the north of San Antonio?

Herb Grubb (with HDR, Inc.) pointed to two sites available for analysis, one of which impacted the yield of Canyon so badly that it was not a candidate. The other did not have a high enough yield on its own.

Every study discussed tonight involves a pipeline.  The Colorado River is currently very high.  It would be good if these pipelines could be used to move flood and excess water to a storage site.  The water can then be used during droughts.

Is there any way to store water as a scalping operation?

Region L is evaluating terminal storage sites near San Antonio and several sites for reservoirs were considered during the last planning cycle.  These reservoir sites were highly opposed by the public.  

At some point, we may need to swallow our pride and build one.

The available storage capacity at Choke Canyon was discussed.  The Nueces Optimization option should also include the potential storage of scalped waters.

Environmental Study and Environmental Group Coordination

Bill Roberts (TWDB) indicated that the meeting to discuss the environmental studies is scheduled for Monday, January 14th.

The current thinking is that Regional Water Planning Groups may do environmental baseline studies on a voluntary basis, but it will need to be done within the currently allocated funding amounts.

Budget

Concerns were expressed of current allocations and finding money to do these types of studies.

Will we need to lobby for additional money?

Will the environmental groups pitch in?

Is it possible that the IRWG ideas may be funded from the $4M available?

Bill Roberts (TWDB) explained that they are setting aside $1M for unforeseen things.  It will not be available.  However, $5M is available for all the regions to compete for.  The regions will have to apply for these additional funds.

Thursday, January 10, 2002 
South Central Texas RWPG – Region L

Water Management Strategies

What are we to do with this from now? 

We are to discuss how and which strategies we want to cooperate with in the next round of planning.

I think we need to look at the three pipelines currently in the Region L plan. It might be significant to evaluate keeping the desalt water on the coast to trade for water more proximal to San Antonio. I do not think we need a third pipeline bringing water up to San Antonio if we do not need to build one.

Edwards Aquifer recharge does not seem to be mentioned very thoroughly in these analyses. Is there anything beyond the recharge dams currently in the plan and under negotiation? Are we discussing any other trade options for rights with Corpus Christi on any other water rights that Corpus Christi may have (in exchange for further recharge of the Edwards Aquifer)? 

Herb Grubb replied other specific ideas are not currently identified.

The first five options are dealing with sources without specific details as to where the water might specifically get used. Option 6 is then to evaluate how to best move the supplies around. 

The idea of the recharge dams for the EA and the impacts to the Nueces basin, how was that included in the discussion? Herb Grubb indicated that the only discussion was in reference to the IRC 4 discussion of Nueces basin optimization. Do you want it with or without recharge?

Environmental Study Options

What happened to the Environmental option?

The environmental considerations are included in the analysis for each of the individual option analysis. How will that issue will be addressed in this process. We were interested in looking at including environmental questions in the process and the TWDB indicated that was not part of this process. The meeting on Monday will tell us more.

Budget

We may decide that there are not enough funds to allocate from the currently recommended dollars allocated for each planning group. It may be that we will want to recommend these projects for some of the set-aside fund.

Who is interested in these strategies in the next step? By which group and on what considerations will these strategies be pursued? 

The IRWG is making no recommendations on that idea; it is anticipated that the discussion on the 15th will include that topic.

What if all the regions say that all should be studied, but there are limited funds? My preference is to see Option 6 evaluated. 

We have to have done some of the other supplies studies before we can do 6. So option 6 is not a stand-alone analysis. 

I am more interested in Option 5

There is some risk that if you look at all the pieces together that you may miss the key pieces. 

Haven’t we already done IRC-1? A lot of work has already been done on this one, but more work needs to be done.

I think we are also very interested in doing IRC 1.

When you look at the magnitude of investment for water over the next five years. I would like to see all six evaluated, but we may need to do a Chevrolet analysis at first rather than the Cadillac analysis. But I hate to send one of them aside and miss something valuable. 

Did you just offer to pay for the whole thing?  (Laughter)  No, I just feel these are all valuable ideas.

I think we are also very interested in the first option also. 

We may want to say that we are interested in the report as it is written, but are not ready to sign off on a commitment today.

It may be that we decide on the specific items that we want to tell the IRWG that we definitely want included in our scope.

If there were one that we are not interested in, it would be the Palmetto project. We have passed on that one before. 

What was the discussion at the Region P meeting like? Did they offer any interest in taking on these options? 

In general they have expressed interest in desalination and Palmetto. They do not need either to meet their needs, but since they have a permit for the Palmetto site they think that it should be looked at.

The general feeling is that we are not interested in performing further analysis of the Palmetto Bend II strategy (IRC – 4). 

I would like to make sure that recharge is highlighted in more detail in the next draft.  The studies should include analysis that will include the information needed to negotiate trades’ for recharge water kept in the Edwards aquifer rather than allowed to enter the Nueces system.

Thursday, January 17, 2002 
Coastal Bend RWPG – Region N

Water Management Strategies

Do you want to take any action or recommendations on these or just capture our comments and pass them on?

My only comment is that the Gulf Coast Aquifer and Palmetto Bend Site have been studied thoroughly. 

The idea is to just try to adapt them to some of the other ideas.

There is no problem with studying them as long as it does not come out of our allocation.

Budget

How would we pay for these studies?

The funding process was reviewed for the group by James Dodson. The possibility was discussed of agreeing to pool and apply for additional funds jointly as an interregional recommendation to do these studies. We will also be getting feedback on the recommendations from the TWDB to make sure these are eligible for funding.

I think it would be hard to try and do these studies with the funds currently allocated by the formula.

What will happen at the meeting on the 15th?

That meeting will review the input from the RWPG, and revise and recommend the scope.

We are really trying to come to some agreement on what should be studied. Region L also said they are concerned about the money, but also what would the mechanics be for a study. The real action is whether you want to incorporate any of these particular options into your immediate scope of work.  And then the larger idea of looking for some of the money from the competitive pool.

Are there any motions to take any actions on any of these items?

No motions were made.

The group is still interested in participating in the process and we will look it again during the next step. We will look at this again after the new formula for allocation comes out from the TWDB.

Have Greg and Bernie been attending the meetings? Yes and Judge Miller, Mark Scott, and the city of CC have been participating. 

The consensus is that there are no objections to the studies and that we want to continue to participate in the process.

Thursday, January 31, 2002 
Rio Grande RWPG – Region M

Water Management Strategies

Our water needs are so critical right here, right now, I have a problem with competing for funds when our needs are so great. There is really nothing in these ideas for the south area right now.

From a practical standpoint, the only Inter-regional option we need to focus on is the Cotulla idea.

I was in Corpus Christi recently and they were talking about the cost of Cotulla water with a pipeline. But it does seem of interest to Laredo to investigate as a possibility. I would suggest that we look at Cotulla for Laredo's use. 

In the area of the Cotulla reservoir, is the permeability of the soil a concern? I think it was looked at in the past and it was a problem.

Overall, we are interested in the desalination more so for the technology and lessons learned at this point.

Cotulla is one idea that could help Laredo.

We know from the public letters to the editors that they are asking: "Why do we not have a pipeline from east Texas to meet our needs?"

What did the Corpus Christi pipeline cost? I think about $750 to $1000 per mile.

I think our effort is well worth it because we can say we looked at it. It would make sense if the Federal Government would come and say they would fund a pipeline from the east. But that is a pie in the sky dream.

The need for maximizing the current resources is obviously the first order of business. In the United Kingdom we are also trying to capture the flood-water when it is available. Urban designs include rainwater capture and groundwater infiltration systems.

By doing recharge enhancement features the landowners benefit and do not lose their land (to reservoirs). 

Solar powered desalination technology is also a great place for you to look.

We need to see how much interest Laredo has in participating in evaluating the Cotulla feature and pipeline. Communication with Laredo is important and their representative is not here today. 

As I recall Laredo was going to drill sample core wells to see if their Wilcox plans were feasible.

Budget

One of the most critical things in my mind is that I don't see any major weather pattern changes in the near future. We need to get desalination as a regional solution. I would hope that the TWDB would concentrate some efforts to help us way down here. We are so isolated. I do not want to bad mouth any Inter-regional work, but we need water now.

We are between a real rock and a hard place on funding priorities. 

A motion was made to acknowledge the report and to solicit input from the city of Laredo Water Utilities. The motion passed.

Also we think it is important to solicit technical information in regards to desalination.

Tuesday, February 13, 2002 
Lower Colorado RWPG – Region K

Resolution of Interregional Conflict

What happens when there is interregional conflict in policies, such as our sustainability policy?  In the final stages, there will be mediation, negotiation, and conflict resolution.  Our main conflict with Region L is over Alcoa.

What we want to be sure of is that these conflicting issues are addressed early.
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